REMARKS 

Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Bonk in View of Mueller et al. 
Claims 1, 4-28, and 30-54 have been rejected as unpatentable over Bonk et al., U.S. 
Patent 6,082,025 in view of Mueller et al., U.S. Patent 6,403,231. Applicants respectfully 
traverse the rejection. 

Each of the claims has as a feature a microlayer polymeric composite layer comprising 
alternating elastomeric and polymeric barrier material layers, with the polymeric barrier material 
comprising a laminar nano-filler. The Office Action argues that one would combine the laminar 
montmorillonite nanofiller of Mueller into Bonk because Mueller teaches in column 6 that its 
films are flexible. However, because Mueller does not teach that its films are resilient, a 
property different from flexibility, and because Mueller teaches that incorporating nanofiller is 
expected to increase stiffness and other such mechanical properties. 

The Office Action relies Mueller column 6, lines 41-54 for teaching that the Mueller 
laminate films are flexible, drawing from this statement two unsupported conclusions: (1) that if 
the film is flexible, it must be resilient and (2) that is the film is flexible then incorporating the 
nanofiller has not altered its "resiliency" vis-a-vis an unfilled film. 

First, "resilience" refers to the "ability to regain an original shape quickly after being 
strained or distorted." Engineering Materials Handbook: Volume 1, Composites, at page 20 
(ASM International Handbook Committee, Theodore J. Reinhard, Technical Chairman 1987). 
Applicant's "resilience" must be interpreted in this way. See Specification, paragraph 3, last 
sentence ("It would be preferred from the standpoint of maintaining membrane resiliency to 
reduce gas transmission rate by a method that does not substantially increase the stiffness of the 
membrane."); paragraph 8, third sentence ('The elastomeric material provides resiliency and 
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dimensional stability to the membrane of the invention, while the polymeric fluid barrier material 
allows the membrane to prevent the transfer of a fluid from one side of the membrane to the 
other.")- The Mueller sheets do not include any elastomeric materials and are not resilient. The 
Mueller sheet is flexible, but so is a piece of paper: If you hold a sheet of paper by two adjacent 
corners, it will flex and bend over. But paper is in no way "resilient;" it cannot be regain its 
original shape if distorted under a strain; it does not even distort, but rather tears. Similarly, 
though the Mueller sheets may be thin enough to be flexible, they have no resilience. 

Applicant explains in the Background and Summary sections of this application that, 
while better barrier properties are desirable for membranes used in making inflated bladders, it is 
likewise desirable to maintain the resilience of such membranes. Specification, paragraph 3, last 
sentence ("It would be preferred from the standpoint of maintaining membrane resiliency to 
reduce gas transmission rate by a method that does not substantially increase the stiffness of the 
membrane."); paragraph 6, last line ("The Tokoh et al. materials | laminates of filled EVOH and 
polyolefin| do not have the resiliency required for cushioning devices and many inflated 
articles."); paragraph 8, third sentence ('The elastomeric material provides resiliency and 
dimensional stability to the membrane of the invention, while the polymeric fluid barrier material 
allows the membrane to prevent the transfer of a fluid from one side of the membrane to the 
other."). 

The Mueller patent, on the other hand, teaches away from maintaining the resilience of a 
membrane by teaching the stiffness of its laminate sheet is increased with the added filler. See 
col. 6, lines 33-40; Example 18, columns 13-14. This result is the same undesirable outcome one 
of art faced regarding improving barrier properties in a resilient membrane for inflated bladders, 
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as discussed in Applicant's Background. The Mueller patent thus teaches away from the 
membrane Applicant claims in which there is no appreciable decrease in membrane resilience. 

Therefore, one could not have expected the improvement in including the nano-filler in 
microlayers of a microlayer polymeric composite layer of a membrane, as it would not have been 
apparent from the Mueller films. It is, really, only hindsight that guides this combination. 

Accordingly, Applicants request that the rejection be withdrawn and the claims be 
reconsidered. 

CONCLUSION 

Applicants believe that the claims are in condition for allowance, and an early allowance 
of the application is earnestly requested. 

The Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned if it would be helpful for resolving 
any issue. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Anna M. Budde 
Registration No. 35,085 

April 21, 2008 

Harness, Dickey & Pierce, P.L.C. 
P.O. Box 828 

Bloomfield Hills, Michigan 48303 
(248) 641-1600 
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